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re: OU 2 Subcommittee member comments

Dear Marcia:

The attached comments are submitted to you as Community Co-Chair of the El Toro RAB as
part of the OU 2 Sukommittee's comments on the Draft FS Repo*. These are submitted prior
to the cturent deadline. A courtesy copy is being faxed to foseph ]oyce at the same 6me.

Yours sincerely,

Charles R. Bennett Ph. D.
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224 W. Jacaranda Place

Fu l le r ton ,  CA 92632
7't 4-773-5525
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Comments Rega{ing:

Draft Phase tI Feasibility study Reporr operable unit 2A - site 24
Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California

1. -PuS" Y 
- Regarding the groundwater options, only "No Action' or "Exhaction, are offered for

thorough analysis. As no " in situ " treatment option was permitted to survive, no critical cost
comparisons could be made among the three directions. t/|'as "in sito ' eliminated prematurely?

B' . Page vii -- The extraction volumes 
"i 

q"i,9-lignificant fq t!,:shallow groundwater aquifer
option, the cost of extraction is similarly, qui_te significint - up to $15,000,000. Ii there no less ;*tly
alternative to "No Action" than "Extraction ?

c. Page t-13 - Has the draft ou-l LAFS been widety distributed? To whom?

D. - - - Page 1-13 ' The IAFS addendum is reported as "in preparation". As the selected alternative is
probably to come from these added alternativis, has the inforuration contained in this addendum been
shared yet with the subcommittees, the RAB, and the community?

F- - Page 1-18 
' The site stratigraphy charts have many question marks, as do the TCE estimated

boundaries. Uncertainty_ranges should be narrowed. Could tire analys€s to deternrine stratigraphy be
more definitive (e.9. TCE analysis only - {a rifle shof approachirather than so broad(i.L.'"the
shotgun" approach of analyzing for everything such us rqs, nitrate pesticides, etc) ?

{ Page 1-43 - Regarding 1,2-dichloroethane, the writey's explanation is not supported by the
data (see attachment o{ memg to J. foyce dated 28 Feb, 199i). why-has there been no iesponse to ttre
community regarding this point? Why was this error permitted to be reiterated unchallengeaZ

G- Page 2-12 - The low MCL's and ARAR'S, as presented in the table, are of concern if there is a
potential Presence of 1,1,2 -TCA or 1,2-DCE. Are we certain there is no 112-TCA or 12-DCE present

ry. . P_ate 2-79,20 - At this point the in situ treatmenb are highlighted. lvhile some of these are
described quite well in Appendix B, few of the agents mentioned on these pages are ever mentioned
again (i.e. evaluated). Were the potential in sitn methods evaluated thoroughly?

I. Table 2-8l Page 245.247,2-49 - None of the in situ options were deemed "Applicable", only'?otentially Appticable" (N.8. "the devil is in the detail")-; consequentlv, all detailei-analyses (e.g.
the costs) of these options are terminated. This is."effective if your aim is either 'No Action" Jr
"Extraction". Has the community commented on the results of this icreening method?

I- Tabte 2-8/ Pate 2- +9 - "iton filings" ... "Difficult to implement due to the depth of
groundwater at Site 24." (N.8. -100 ft to groundwater, page Blll - 24). lVith this one corlment, this
option is sunk Could the difficulty to implement this option cost >g15,00Q000 to overcome?

K. Page $2 - By this point, itt sittt methods are gone from feasibiltv consideration. In situ
methods are typically 1,170 the cost of comparable e;r sifr treatments. Whv has this approach been
eliminated without careful, detailed review?


